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I.  Introduction 


According  to  the  FBI’s  Crime  Index,  crime  in  San  Francisco  has  dropped  steadily  since  1992, 
and  is  now  only  approximately  half  what  it  was  at  the  high  point.  Twelve  of  the  most  populous 
cities  in  the  United  States  have  experienced  similar  falling  crime  rates.  Most  citizens  of  San 
Francisco  report  feeling  safer  than  they  did  in  past  years,  while  the  city  has  increased  its 
spending  on  criminal  justice  by  over  37  percent  and  now  annually  budgets  over  $396  million 
directly  on  public  safety  functions.  This  report  gathers  and  summarizes  facts  such  as  these  to 
illustrate  both  the  nature  of  crime  in  the  city  and  trends  in  law  enforcement  and  the  criminal 
justice  agencies  of  San  Francisco. 

Specifically,  this  report  documents  the  crime  rate  for  the  last  ten  years  and  compares  San 
Francisco  to  other  large  California  cities.  We  discuss  San  Franciscan’s  perceptions  and 
experiences  with  crime  using  the  results  from  an  annual  Citizen  Survey.  Finally,  Crime  Summit 
participants  and  members  of  the  community  can  use  this  report  as  an  overview  of  the  six 
agencies  that  comprise  San  Francisco’s  criminal  justice  system.  Compiled  in  one  document  for 
the  first  time  are  department  missions,  budgets  and  staffing  levels  for  the  last  six  years,  as  well 
as  other  information  on  the  roles  that  these  city  agencies  play  in  dealing  with  the  people  who 
become  part  of  the  criminal  justice  system. 

Flow  does  the  crime  rate  translate  into  the  people,  events,  and  public  safety  challenges  that  the 
Police,  Courts,  District  Attorney,  and  other  agencies  must  address?  Figure  la.  below  shows 
how  adults  arrested  in  1999  moved  through  the  criminal  justice  system. 


Figure  la. 

1999  Adult  Arrests 

Movement  through  San  Francisco’s  Criminal  Justice  System 


'Of  the  27,051  arrests  “not  sent  to  the  DA,"  approximately  19,000  (72  percent)  are  administrative  cases.  Most  administrative  cases 
pertain  to  out  of  county  warrants,  out  of  state  warrants  or  traffic  warrants.  Approximately  4,000  (14  percent)  are  released  either 
because  there  are  insufficient  grounds  to  file  a complaint  against  the  person  or  because  the  person  was  under  the  influence  of 
alcohol  or  drugs  and  no  further  action  is  desirable.  The  remaining  4,000  arrests  (14  percent)  are  released  to  another  agency  for 
processing. 


These  numbers  highlight  the  complexity  of  San  Francisco’s  criminal  justice  system.  Clearly 
evident  is  the  need  for  coordination  and  cooperation  among  departments  to  ensure  the  just 
enforcement  of  our  laws,  the  protection  of  our  residents  and  visitors  and  the  provision  of 
mandated  services. 
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Introduction  (continued) 


The  city’s  allocation  to  public  safety,  criminal  justice  and  its  related  functions  is  the  largest  single 
discretionary  item  in  San  Francisco’s  general  fund  budget  each  year.  Taken  together,  the  city’s 
Police,  District  Attorney,  Public  Defender,  Sheriff,  and  Adult  Probation  Departments  are 
budgeted  at  over  $396  million  in  FY  2000-2001.  As  shown  below,  spending  on  these 
departments  has  grown  by  over  $100  million  in  the  last  six  years.  These  budgets  do  not 
include  the  considerable  resources  that  the  city  devotes  each  year  to  crime  and  safety-related 
needs  in  the  public  health  system,  human  service  agencies  and  schools. 


Figure  1b.  Figure  1c. 

Total  Criminal  Justice  Budgets  by  Department  Total  Criminal  Justice  Budgets  by  Department 
Fiscal  Year  1995-96  Fiscal  Year  2000-01 


Budgets  for  Juvenile  Probation  and  the 

Trial  Courts  are  excluded 

Source  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance 


Total  Combined  Budgets 
$288,872,327 


Budgets  for  Juvenile  Probation  and  the 
Trial  Courts  are  excluded. 

Source:  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance 


Total  Combined  Budgets 
$396,283,198 


Sections  III  through  VIII  of  this  report  show  how  these  city  resources  are  used  by  describing  the 
budgets,  staffing  and  functions  of  the  criminal  justice  agencies  at  a summary  level.  This  report  is 
by  no  means  an  exhaustive  review  of  city  department  activities.  Moreover,  this  report  is  not 
intended  to  be  a workload  analysis  and  therefore  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  effort  put  forth 
by  the  criminal  justice  agencies  in  achieving  their  missions. 


No  other  county  in  California  and  perhaps  the  United  States  can  draw  as  complete  a picture  of 
adult  movement  through  their  criminal  justice  system  as  is  detailed  in  this  report.  Twenty-five 
years  ago  the  city  invested  in  an  integrated  criminal  justice  information  system  known  as  the 
Court  Management  System  (CMS).  Because  of  its  age,  CMS  is  now  limited  in  its  application, 
yet  it  continues  to  be  a powerful  management  tool.  Over  the  next  two  years,  the  city  plans  to 
replace  CMS  with  a new  system,  known  as  JUSTIS — this  report  concludes  with  information  on 
the  plans  for  this  potentially  powerful  new  analytical  and  management  tool. 
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II.  The  Crime  Rate 


In  1929  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  (FBI)  established  the 
Uniform  Crime  Report  (UCR)  to  collect 
crime  statistics  from  city,  county  and  state 
law  enforcement  agencies  in  the  United 
States. 


The  crime  rate  includes  homicide,  forcible 
rape,  robbery,  aggravated  assault, 
burglary,  larceny-  theft,  motor  vehicle  theft 
and  arson. 


These  offenses  comprise  the  crime  rate 
because  of  their  seriousness,  frequency 
of  occurrence  and  likelihood  of  being 
reported  to  the  police.  Except  for  larceny- 
theft  the  crime  rate  does  not  count 
misdemeanors  and  infractions. 


In  1999,  San  Francisco’s  crime  rate 
reached  a ten-year  low.  Figure  2a. 
illustrates  the  drop  in  the  crime  rate. 


San  Francisco’s  crime  rate  is  slightly 
below  the  average  crime  rate  for  the 
fifteen  most  populous  cities  in  the  United 
States.  Figure  2b.  features  the  1999 
crime  rate  for  those  cities. 


In  addition,  the  drop  in  San  Francisco’s 
crime  rate  over  the  last  five  years  has 
been  well  above  the  average  when 
compared  to  the  twelve  of  the  fifteen  most 
populous  cities  in  the  United  States. 

Figure  2c.  on  the  next  page  depicts  the 
reductions  in  the  crime  rate  experienced 
in  those  cities.  Three  cities  featured  in 
Figure  2b.,  Indianapolis,  Philadelphia  and 
Dallas,  are  excluded  from  Figure  2c. 
because  the  crime  rate  increased  in  those 
cities. 


Figure  2a. 


San  Francisco  Crime  Rate  Per  100,000 
1990-1999 


Figure  2b. 

1999  Crime  Rate  Per  100,000 
Fifteen  Most  Populous  U.S.  Cities 


Source:  FBI  Uniform  Crime  Report 


2,000  4,000  6,000  8,000  10,000  12,000 
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The  Crime  Rate  (continued) 


It  is  important  to  note  that  the  crime  rate 
does  not  necessarily  reflect  all  incidents 
of  crime.  People  s attitudes  towards 
crime  reporting  impact  the  volume  of 
crimes  known  to  the  police. 


Given  this  inherent  problem  with  crime 
reporting,  the  Department  of  Justice 
administers  the  National  Crime 
Victimization  Survey  (NCVS)  to  not  only 
track  crime  trends  but  also  to  achieve  a 
greater  understanding  of  crime  victim 
characteristics. 


In  addition  to  the  national  survey,  San 
Francisco  can  draw  upon  victimization 
data  from  the  Controller’s  Office  Citizen 
Survey. 


In  general,  the  next  section  of  the  report 
details  the  results  of  San  Francisco’s 
Citizen  Survey.  San  Francisco’s  survey 
and  the  NCVS  are  consistent  with  respect 
to  the  characteristics  of  crime  victims. 


Figure  2c. 

Percent  Drop  in  Crime  Rate 
Twelve  Populous  U.S.  Cities* 
1995-1999 


in  these  cities  by  1 1 %,  4%  and  1 % respectively. 


Source:  FBI  Uniform  Crime  Report 
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-III.  Citizen  Survey 

Citizen  Survey  Methodology 


For  the  past  five  years  the  Controller’s 
Office  has  conducted  the  Citizen  Survey 
to  assess  resident’s  experiences  with  City 
services  and  quality  of  life  issues  such  as 
street  cleanliness  and  crime. 

In  2000,  a total  of  2,097  San  Franciscans 
were  surveyed.  The  surveyed  population 
reflected  the  City’s  demographic 
characteristics.  However,  white  residents 
responded  at  a higher  rate.  The  survey 
results  were  weighted  to  correct  for  this 
bias. 

The  survey  covered  three  areas  regarding 
crime; 

1 . Perceptions  of  Safety 

2.  Nonviolent  Crime  Experiences  and 
Reporting 

3.  Violent  Crime  Experiences  and 
Reporting 


Citizen  Survey  Results — 
Perceptions  of  Safety 

On  average,  San  Franciscans  feel  safe  to 
neutral  walking  alone  in  the  daytime  but 
many  feel  unsafe  at  night.  These  results 
have  not  changed  significantly  over  the 
years  even  though  the  crime  rate  has 
fallen.  Figure  3a.  shows  respondents’ 
safety  ratings  over  time. 

While  perceptions  of  safety  have  stayed 
constant  over  the  last  four  years  they  vary 
by  age,  sexual  orientation,  race  and 
ethnicity  and  neighborhood. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESULTS  OF  THE  2000 
CITIZEN  SURVEY 


Ed  Harrington,  Controller 


Controller’s  Performance  Management  Unit 
with  assistance  from  the 
Public  Research  Institute,  San  Francisco 
State  University 

April  2000 


Figure  3a. 

Neighborhood  Average  Ratings  of  Safety, 
Walking  Alone 


Neither  Safe 
Nor  Unsafe 


Respondents  aged  60  and  older  generally 
feel  less  safe  than  do  younger  residents. 
In  some  situations  - such  as  walking  in 
downtown  - the  youngest  adults  (under 
the  age  of  20)  also  feel  less  safe  than 
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Citizen  Survey  (continued) 


respondents  aged  20  to  59. 

Gay  respondents  report  feeling  safer  than 
others  walking  in  their  neighborhoods 
during  day  or  night,  in  the  park  closest  to 
their  home  during  the  day  or  downtown  at 
night. 

Whites  report  feeling  safer  than  African- 
American.  Asian  and  Latino  respondents 
about  walking  in  their  neighborhoods  or 
downtown,  day  or  night  or  walking  in  the 
park  during  the  day. 

Residents  of  the  southeastern  area  of  the 
City  feel  less  safe  walking  alone  in  their 
neighborhoods  or  in  the  park,  day  or  night 
or  downtown  during  the  day.  than  those  in 
other  areas  of  the  City.  Figure  3b. 
illustrates  perceptions  of  safety  by 
neighborhood. 


Citizen  Survey  Results — 
Nonviolent  Crime  Experiences 
and  Reporting 

In  the  12  months  preceding  the  2000 
survey,  about  17  percent  of  respondents 
experienced  nonviolent  crime  such  as 
burglary  and  car  theft.  This  number  is 
lower  than  what  was  reported  in  previous 
years  and  is  consistent  with  the  falling 
crime  rate. 

As  with  perceptions  of  safety,  there  are 
differences  by  age  and  ethnicity. 
Residents  between  20  and  29  years  old 
experienced  more  nonviolent  crime  than 
other  age  groups  in  the  survey  sample. 
Among  all  ethnic  groups,  white  survey 
respojidents  were  most  likely  to  be 
victims  of  a nonviolent  crime. 

Similar  to  previous  years,  crime  victims 
reported  53  percent  of  the  nonviolent 
crimes  to  the  police. 


Figure  3b. 

Percentage  of  Survey  Respondents  who 
Feel  Safe  or  Very  Safe  Walking  Alone  in 
their  Neighborhoods 


Citizen  Survey  respondents  reported 
experiencing  iess  nonviolent  crime 
than  in  previous  years. 


Similar  to  previous  years, 
crime  victims  reported  53  percent 
of  the  nonviolent  crimes 
to  the  police. 
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Citizen  Survey  (continued) 


Citizen  Survey  Results — 

Violent  Crime  Experiences 
and  Reporting 

About  8 percent  of  the  survey 
respondents  were  victims  of  a violent 
crime.  This  rate  has  not  changed 
significantly  over  the  years,  even  though 
the  crime  rate  has  dropped  dramatically  in 
San  Francisco.  We  do  not  have  an 
explanation  for  this  discrepancy. 


There  are  statistically  significant 
differences  in  violent  victimization  by  sex. 
The  survey  shows  that  men  experience 
violent  crime  at  higher  rates  than  women. 


Black  respondents  and  respondents  with 
less  than  a high  school  education 
reported  experiencing  violent  crime  at  a 
higher  rate  than  other  groups  in  the 
survey  sample.  However,  the  results  are 
not  statistically  significant  and  cannot  be 
generalized  to  the  greater  San  Francisco 
population. 


While  the  differences  in  violent 
victimization  by  race  and  education  are 
not  statistical  significant  the  results  are 
consistent  with  the  findings  from  the 
National  Crime  Victimization  Survey.  The 
national  survey  is  discussed  in  the  next 
section. 


Similar  to  previous  years,  crime  victims 
reported  63  percent  of  violent  crimes  to 
the  police. 


Results  of  San  Francisco’s 
Citizen  Survey  show  that  experience 
with  violent  crime  has  not  changed 
significantly  over  the  years. 


The  results  of  the  Citizen  Survey 
show  than  men  experience  violent  crime 
at  significantly  higher  rates 
than  women. 


The  survey  indicates 

that  blacks  and  individuals  with  less  than 
a high  school  degree  also  experience 
violent  crime  at  higher  rates. 


Similar  to  previous  years, 
victims  reported  63  percent 
of  violent  crimes  to  the  police. 
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Citizen  Survey  (continued) 


National  Crime  Victimization  Survey 

In  1973  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Justice 
Statistics  began  interviewing  household 
members  at  least  12  years  old  in 
approximately  49,000  households  to 
obtain  a detailed  picture  of  crime  incidents 
and  victims.  The  interview  questions 
primarily  cover  violent  crimes. 

According  to  the  survey  the  groups  that 
were  most  vulnerable  to  violent  crime 
victimization  in  the  past  continue  to  be 
most  vulnerable  in  1999. 

Specifically; 

• Males  were  victims  of  overall  violent 
crime  at  higher  rates  than  females. 

• Blacks  were  victims  of  overall  violent 
crime  at  rates  higher  than  whites  and 
than  other  races  considered  together. 

• Persons  age  12-24  sustained  violent 
crime  at  rates  higher  than  persons  in 
all  other  age  categories.  Among 
persons  age  25  or  older,  violent  crime 
victimization  rates  decreased  as  age 
increased. 

• In  general,  higher  annual  household 
incomes  were  associated  with  lower 
violent  victimization  rates  during  1999. 

Table  3c.  summarizes  these  results. 


Table  3c. 

1999  NCVS  Survey  Results 

Violent  Victimization  Rates  per 

1,000  persons 

age  12  or  older 

Characteristic  of 

Violent  Victimization 

Victim 

Rates  per  1,000 

Sex 

Male 

37.0 

Female 

28.8 

Race 

White 

31.9 

Black 

41.6 

Other 

24.5 

Age 

12-15 

74.4 

16-19 

77.4 

20-24 

68.5 

35-34 

36.3 

35-49 

25.2 

50-64 

14.4 

65  or  older 

3.80 

Household  Income 

Less  than  $7,500 

57.5 

$7,500-$14,999 

44.5 

$15,000-324, 999 

35.3 

$25,000-334,999 

37.9 

$35,000-349,999 

30.3 

$50,000-374,999 

33.3 

$75,000  or  more 

22.9 

Source:  Bureau  of  Justice  Statistics,  August  2000 
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IV.  Police  Department 


Mission 

The  mission  of  the  San  Francisco 
Police  Department  is  to  provide 
residents  and  visitors  of  San  Francisco 
with  a safe  community  by  maintaining  a 
well-trained  staff  for  the  enforcement  of 
laws  and  by  the  efficient  and  effective 
prevention  and  investigation  of  crime. 


Figure  4a. 


Services  include  the  enforcement  and 
investigation  of  violations  of  national, 
state  and  local  laws  through  vehicle, 
horse,  bike  and  foot  patrols.  The 
Police  Department  responds  to 
reported  incidents  and  operates  10 
district  stations,  a crime  laboratory  and 
a training  academy. 


I OAII  other  Funds  I Fiscal  Year 

I a General  Fund  Only  | 

Source:  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance 


300.000. 000 

250.000. 000 


Police  Department  Budget 
FY  '95-96  - '00-01 


Budget 

The  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  budget  for  the 
Police  Department,  excluding  all  San 
Francisco  International  Airport 
services,  is  $249,026,123.  This 
represents  a 5 percent  increase  over 
the  previous  fiscal  year  budget. 


Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
2000-01  the  Police  Department’s 
budget  increased  by  27  percent,  not 
adjusting  for  inflation. 


The  Police  Department’s 
budget  increased  by  27  percent  between 
Fiscal  Year  1995-1996  and  Fiscal  Year  2000-01, 
not  adjusting  for  inflation. 


The  General  Fund  continues  to  be  the 
primary  source  of  funding  for  Police. 


Figure  4a.  shows  the  Police 
Department’s  budget  by  fund  type  for 
the  last  six  fiscal  years. 
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Police  Department  (continued) 


FTE  Positions  by  Funding  Source 

The  number  of  full  time  equivalent 
(FTE)  positions  budgeted  for  Fiscal 
Year  2000-01  totaled  2,437,  excluding 
all  International  Airport  FTEs. 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  number  of 
budgeted  FTE  positions  increased  by  8 
percent. 

General  Fund  supported  FTE  positions 
increased  by  5 percent  during  this 
period. 

Figure  4b.  illustrates  budgeted  FTE 
positions  by  funding  type  for  the  last  six 
fiscal  years.  All  International  Airport 
and  Emergency  Communication 
Dispatch  FTEs  are  excluded  for  all 
years. 


Figure  4b. 

Police  Department  FTE  Positions 
General  Fund  vs  Non  General  Fund  Supported 
FY  '95-96  - '00-01 


}y  1,000 


2.255  2,260 


2 272  2,310  2,425 


95-96  96-97  97-9 


□ All  Other  Funds 
I B General  Fund  Only  | 


Source:  Controller's  Office  BPREP 


FTE  Positions  by  Job 
Classification 

In  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  Police 
Department’s  budgeted  FTE  position 
count  of  2,437  was  comprised  of: 

• 2,140  sworn  Personnel 

• 297  civilian  Personnel 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  sworn  and  civilian 
personnel  increased  by  7 and  17 
percent  respectively. 

Figure  4c.  illustrates  total  FTE 
positions  by  job  classification  over  the 
last  six  fiscal  years.  Similar  to  Figure 
4b.  all  International  Airport  and 
Emergency  Communication  Dispatch 
FTEs  are  excluded  from  all  years. 


Figure  4c. 

Police  Department 
Sworn  vs  Civilian  Personnel 
FY  '95-96  - '00-01 

3,000 

g 2.000 
o 

^ 1.000 
0 

95-96  96-97  97-98  98-99  99-00  00-01 


I □ Civilian  Personnel 
I H Sworn  Personnel 


Fiscal  Year 


Source:  Controller’s  Office  BPREP 


Page  10 


Police  Department  (continued) 


Sworn  Personnel  Deployment 

The  Police  Department  is  organized 
around  four  bureaus:  Field  Operations, 
Airport,  Investigations  and 
Administration. 

As  of  January  2001 , the  four  bureaus 
are  staffed  with  a total  of  2,140  sworn 
personnel.  Sixty-six  percent  or  1 ,424 
of  the  sworn  personnel  are  assigned  to 
Field  Operations. 

The  Field  Operations  Bureau  is 
comprised  of  Headquarters,  Patrol  and 
Special  Operations  Divisions. 

The  Patrol  Division  consists  of  10 
district  stations.  Staffing  levels  for  the 
10  district  stations  are  detailed  in 
Figure  4d. 


Figure  4d. 

Sworn  Personnel  Deployment 
As  of  January  2001 


Police  Department  (continued) 


T otal  Law  Enforcement 
Comparison  for  Large  California 
Counties  Based  on  Annual  DOJ 
Survey 


Each  year  the  California  Department  of 
Justice  (DOJ),  in  partnership  with  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI), 
collects  data  on  the  number  of  full-time 
sworn  and  full-time  civilian  police  and 
sheriff  personnel  statewide.  Since 
police  and  sheriff  responsibilities  vary 
from  jurisdiction  to  jurisdiction 
personnel  counts  are  combined  to 
provide  a more  accurate  staffing 
comparison  across  counties.  The 
combined  sheriff  and  police  numbers 
yield  a total  “law  enforcement”  count. 


Figure  4e.  depicts  law  enforcement 
personnel  data  for  counties  with 
residential  populations  over  700,000. 
for  Calendar  Year  1999 


In  Calendar  Year  1999  San  Francisco 
had  443  sworn  and  civilian  law 
enforcement  personnel  per  100,000 
residents. 


Figure  4e. 


California  Counties 
Law  Enforcement  Personnel 
per  100,000  Population,  1999 


500 


Law  enforcement  includes  police  and  sheriff.  Corrections 
personnel  is  also  included  for  Santa  Clara  County. 

Source:  California  Criminal  Justice  Profile,  1999 
and  California  Statistical  Abstract.  1999 


□ Civilian  Personnel 
■ Sworn  Personnel 


As  Figure  4e.  shows  this  staffing  level 
is  higher  than  any  other  large  county  in 
the  state.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
San  Francisco  has  more  sworn 
personnel.  In  contrast,  the  number  of 
civilians  per  100,000  in  San  Francisco 
is  less  than  in  most  counties. 
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Police  Department  (continued) 

T otai  Law  Enforcement 
Comparison  for  Bay  Area 
Counties  Based  on  Daytime 
Population 


The  law  enforcement  comparison  on 
the  previous  page  uses  county 
residential  population  figures. 
However,  residential  populations  can 
be  adjusted  to  include  commuters  and 
visitors. 


Residential  population  figures  adjusted 
for  commuters  and  visitors  are  referred 
to  as  “daytime  populations.”  The 
California  Trade  and  Commerce 
Agency  provides  annual  visitor 
estimates  for  every  county  in  the  State. 
However,  commuter  data  provided  by 
the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  are  only  available  for  the 
Bay  Area.  Given  the  data  limitations. 
Figure  4f.  is  specific  to  Bay  Area 
counties. 


Commuters  and  visitors  increase  San 
Francisco’s  population  from  800,000  to 
1.1  million.  Nevertheless  the  number 
of  sworn  personnel  per  100,000 
daytime  population  is  still  more  than  in 
neighboring  counties.  Also,  the 
number  of  civilians  per  100,00  is  less 
than  in  most  counties. 


Figure  4f. 

Bay  Area  Counties  Law  Enforcement  Personnel 
per  100,000  Daytime  Population 
Calendar  Year  1999 


time  population  is  residential  population  adjusted 
for  commuters  and  visitors. 

rce:  CA  Criminal  Justice  Profile,  1999;  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Comm.,  2000;  CA  Trade  and  Commerce  Agency 


□ Civilian  Personnel 
Q Sworn  Personnel 
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Police  Department  (continued) 


1999  Arrests  by  Level  of  Offense 

In  1999  there  were  a total  of  66,156 
arrests  in  San  Francisco.  Of  the  total, 
41  percent  (26,851)  were  felony 
arrests,  48  percent  (31,905)  were 
misdemeanor  arrests  and  1 1 percent 
(7,400)  were  infractions.  Figure  4g. 
summarizes  adult  arrests  by  level  of 
offense. 

Please  note  that  the  Police  Department 
is  not  responsible  for  all  arrests.  Other 
law  enforcement  agencies  such  as  the 
California  Highway  Patrol  also  arrest 
people  in  San  Francisco.  However,  all 
arrests  are  included  in  this  section 
because  the  Police  Department  is 
responsible  for  the  majority  of  cases. 

The  difference  among  felony, 
misdemeanor  and  infraction  arrests 
pertains  to  the  type  of  sentence  that  is 
applicable.  Arrests  for  felony  level 
offenses  can  result  in  a sentence  to 
state  prison.  An  arrest  for 
misdemeanor  offenses  can  result  in  a 
sentence  of  up  to  one  year  in  a county 
jail  and  an  infraction  is  punishable  by 
fine  or  other  penalty  but  not  by 
incarceration. 

The  total  number  of  arrests  in  1999 
should  not  be  equated  with  the  total 
number  of  individuals  arrested  in  1999 
or  total  number  of  offenses  in  1999  for 
two  reasons. 

• First,  arrest  data  reflects  the 
number  of  arrests  regardless  of 
whether  the  same  person  is 
arrested  more  than  once.  In  other 
words,  if  the  same  person  were 
arrested  twice  in  one  day  then  that 
would  be  recorded  as  two  arrests 
even  though  the  same  person  was 
involved. 


Figure  4g. 

1999  Adult  Arrests 
by  Level  of  Offense 


Source:  CCSF  Court  Management  System 
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Police  Department  (continued) 


• Second,  arrest  data  reflects  the 
highest  offense  per  arrest 
regardless  of  the  number  of 
offenses  per  arrest.  That  is,  if  an 
individual  were  arrested  for  a felony 
and  misdemeanor  offense  the 
felony  offense  would  be  tallied  in 
the  arrest  figures. 


1999  Arrests  by  Type  of  Felony 
Offense 


As  Figure  4h.  illustrates  of  the  26,851 
felony  arrests  in  1999; 

• Felony  drug  offenses  comprised 
the  largest  share  at  36  percent 
(9,790).  The  overwhelming 
majority  of  felony  drug  offenses 
involved  narcotics  73  percent 
(7,186). 


• All  other  felony  offenses  33  percent 
(8,816) — which  include  stalking, 
weapons,  gang  and  sex  offenses — 
accounted  for  the  second  largest 
share  of  total  felony  arrests. 


• Property  offenses  accounted  for  16 
percent  (4,278)  of  total  felony 
arrests.  Non-Auto  Theft  and 
Receiving  Stolen  Property 
accounted  for  70  percent  of  all 
property  offenses. 


• Violent  offenses  accounted  for  1 5 
percent  (4,278)  of  total  felony 
arrests.  Of  the  total  violent 
offenses  assault  and  domestic 
violence  accounted  for  the  largest 
share.  Figure  4i.  depicts  1999 
arrests  by  type  of  violent  offense. 


Figure  4h. 

1999  Adult  Arrests 
by  Type  of  Felony  Offense 


Source:  CCSF  Court  Management  System 


Figure  4i. 

1999  Adult  Arrests 
by  Type  of  Violent  Offense 


23% 

Source:  CCSF  Court  Management  System 
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Police  Department  (continued) 


1999  Arrests  by  Type  of 
Misdemeanor  Offense 


As  Figure  4j.  illustrates  in  1999,  of  the 
31,905  misdemeanor  arrests; 


• Drug  offenses  accounted  for  1 0 
percent  (3,138). 


Assault  and  battery  offenses 
accounted  for  5 percent  (1,697). 


• Petty  theft  offenses  accounted  for 
5 percent  (1,653). 


• Driving  under  the  influence 
accounted  for  4 percent  (1 ,358). 


• All  other  misdemeanor  offenses 
comprised  the  largest  share  at  76 
percent.  The  offenses  in  this 
category  are  numerous  and  diverse 
(gambling,  elder  abuse,  obscenity, 
public  disturbances,  liquor  laws, 
fireworks  and  burglary  tools)  and  as 
result  did  not  lend  themselves  to  an 
analytical  grouping. 


Figure  4j. 

1999  Adult  Arrests 
by  Type  of  Misdemeanor  Offense 


Source:  CCSF  Court  Management  System 
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Police  Department  (continued) 


Personal  Characteristics  of  Total 
Adult  Arrests 


In  1999,  of  the  66,156  total  felony, 
misdemeanor  and  infractions: 


• Men  accounted  for  82  percent 
(53,934). 


• Women  accounted  for  18  percent 

(12,222). 


And,  of  the  total  arrests  in  1999: 


Figure  4k. 
1999  Adult  Arrests 
by  Sex 


• Arrests  of  persons  1 8 to  29  years  of 
age  accounted  for  41  percent 
(27,344). 


• Arrests  of  persons  30  years  of  age 
and  over  accounted  for  59  percent 
(38,812). 


Arrest  data  by  race  and  ethnicity  are 
not  currently  available. 


Figure  41. 

1999  Adult  Arrests 
by  Age 
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V.  District  Attorney’s  Office 


Mission 


The  District  Attorney’s  (DA)  Office 
conducts  all  prosecutions  for  public 
offenses  to  effect  the  highest  level  of 
justice  for  all  people  of  San  Francisco 
and  to  sponsor  projects  that  further  the 
goals  of  public  safety. 


The  DA’S  Office  reviews  and 
prosecutes  criminal  acts  in  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  through  the 
Felony  and  Misdemeanor  Trial 
Divisions,  maintains  a Bureau  of 
Criminal  Investigation  and  administers 
various  ancillary  criminal  justice 
programs. 


Budget 


Figure  5a. 


□ All  other  Funds 
a General  Fund  Only  | 


District  Attorney  Budget 
FY  *95-96  - FY  *00-01 

35,000,000 


i 2 20,000,000 

g 15,000,000 
10,000,000 
5,000,000 


The  total  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  budget 
for  the  DA’S  Office  is  $28,076,304,  a 
4.5  percent  increase  over  the  previous 
fiscal  year. 


Between  Fiscal  Years  1995-96  and 
2000-01  General  Fund  and  all  other 
fund  support  increased  by  45  and  160 
percent  respectively.  The  total 
increase  in  the  DA’s  budget  during  this 
period  is  57.3  percent,  not  adjusting  for 
inflation. 


The  District  Attorney’s  budget 
increased  by  57  percent  between 
Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and  Fiscal  Year  2000-01, 
not  adjusting  for  inflation. 


Figure  5a.  depicts  the  DA’s  budget  by 
fund  type  for  the  last  six  years. 
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District  Attorney’s  Office  (continued)  I 


FTE  Positions  by  Funding  Source 

The  total  number  of  full  time  equivalent 
(FTE)  positions  budgeted  for  Fiscal 
Year  2000-01  totaled  272,  a 3.4 
percent  increase  over  the  previous 
fiscal  year.  Similar  to  previous  years 
most  positions  are  General  Fund 
supported. 

Figure  5b.  illustrates  budgeted  FTE 
positions  by  funding  type  for  the  last  six 
fiscal  years. 


FTE  Positions  by  Job 
Classification 

In  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  DA’s  Office 
total  FTE  position  count  of  272  was 
comprised  of  the  following  job 
classifications: 


Figure  5b. 


District  Attorney's  Office  FTE  Positions 
General  Fund  vs  Non  General  Fund  Supported 
FY  '95-96  - '00-01 


95-96  96-97  97-98  98-99  99-00  00-01 


□ All  Other  Funds 
■ General  Fund  Only 


Fiscal  Year 


The  FTEs  for  F amily  Support , a bureau  within  the  DA's  Office  through  FY  '99- 
'00,  are  excluded  from  the  analysis  because  in  FY  '00-'01  the  bureau  became  a 
separate  Department  called  Child  Support  Services. 


Source:  Controller's  Office  BPREP 


• 121  Attorneys 

• 108  Investigators  (Of  the  108, 

33  are  investigative  assistants.) 

• 43  All  Other  Staff 

Between  Fiscal  Years  1995-96  and 
2000-01  total  budgeted  FTE  positions 
increased  by  18.5  percent. 

Specifically,  the  attorney  and 
investigator  job  classifications 
increased  by  16  and  114  percent 
respectively  between  1 995-96  and 
2000-01 . In  contrast  all  other  staff 
decreased  by  34  percent  during  this 
time. 

Figure  5c.  shows  total  FTE  positions  by 
job  classification  for  the  last  six  fiscal 
years. 


Figure  5c. 


District  Attorney's  Office 
Attorneys,  Investigators,  & Other  Staff 
FY  '95-96  - '00-01 

300 


i 200 

I 100 


■ Attorneys 
Q Investigators 
□ A II  Other  Staff 


Fiscal  Year 


The  FTEs  for  Family  Support , a bureau  within  the  DA's  Office  through  FY  ’99'00. 
are  excluded  from  the  analysis  because  in  FY  'OO-'Ol  the  bureau  became  a 
separate  Department  called  Child  Support  Services. 

Source: Controller's  Office  BPREP 


District  Attorney’s  Office  (continued) 


Total  Prosecution  Personnel 
Comparison  for  Large  CA 
Counties  Based  on  Annual  State 
DOJ  Survey 

Annually  the  California  Department  of 
Justice  (DOJ),  in  partnership  with  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI), 
collects  data  on  the  number  of  full-time 
prosecution  personnel  statewide. 

In  Calendar  Year  1999  San  Francisco 
had  50  prosecution  personnel  per 
100,000  residents,  a staffing  level  that 
is  slightly  above  the  average  for 
counties  with  residential  populations 
over  700,000. 


As  Figure  5d.  illustrates  San  Francisco 
has  more  attorneys  and  investigators 
than  any  other  large  county.  In 
contrast,  San  Francisco  has  the  lowest 
number  of  all  other  staff.  All  other  staff 
includes  legal  secretaries, 
administrative  assistants,  analysts  and 
clerks. 


This  may  indicate  that  San  Francisco 
attorneys  are  more  involved  in 
administrative  tasks  than  in  other  large 
California  counties. 


The  reader  is  advised  that  personnel 
data  does  not  account  for  differences 
in  district  attorney  responsibilities  from 
county  to  county.  For  example,  in 
contrast  to  San  Francisco  where  the 
DA’S  Office  is  responsible  for  civil 
I cases,  in  Los  Angeles  the  City 
I Attorney’s  Office  holds  that 
responsibility. 


Figure  5d. 

California  Counties 

Prosecution  Personnel  Per  100,000  Pop. 
Calendar  Year  1999 


90 


and  California  Statistical  Abstract,  1999 


Further  complicating  any  comparisons 
is  the  fact  that  San  Francisco  is  the 
only  local  government  in  the  State 
where  city  and  county  functions  are 
combined. 
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District  Attorney’s  Office  (continued) 


Prosecution  Personnel 
Comparison  for  Bay  Area 
Counties  Based  on  Daytime 
Population 


The  prosecution  personnel  comparison 
on  the  previous  page  uses  county 
residential  population  figures. 

Ho\A/ever.  residential  population  figures 
can  be  adjusted  for  commuters  and 
visitors  to  yield  daytime  populations. 


The  California  Trade  and  Commerce 
Agency  provides  annual  visitor 
estimates  for  every  county  in  the  State. 
However,  commuter  data  provided  by 
the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  is  only  available  for  the 
Bay  Area.  Given  the  data  limitations, 
the  prosecution  personnel  comparison 
in  Figure  5e.  is  specific  to  Bay  Area 
counties. 


Commuters  and  visitors  increase  San 
Francisco’s  population  from  800,000  to 
1.1  million.  Nevertheless  the  number 
of  attorneys  and  investigators  are 
above  the  average  when  compared  to 
neighboring  counties.  Similar  to  the 
prosecution  personnel  comparison 
featured  in  Figure  5d.  the  number  of  all 
other  staff  per  100,00  is  less  than  all 
other  counties. 


Figure  5e. 


Bay  Area  Counties  Prosecution  Personnel  Per 
100,000  Daytime  Population 
Calendar  Year  1999 


Daytime  population  accounts  for  commuters  and  visitors. 
Source:  CA  Criminal  Justice  Profile,  1999;  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Comm.,  2000;  CA  Trade  and  Commerce 


■ Attorneys 

□ Investigators 

□ All  Other  Staff 
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District  Attorney’s  Office  (continued) 


Prosecution  Personnel  Per  1000 
FBI  Crimes  for  Large  California 
Counties 


The  prosecution  personnel  comparison 
can  also  be  performed  to  account  for 
I varying  levels  of  crime  across  the 

counties.  As  discussed  in  Section  II.  of 
' this  report  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  (FBI)  collects  crime 
statistics  from  city,  county  and  law 
enforcement  agencies  in  the  U.S. 
Crimes  reported  to  the  FBI  include 
' homicide,  forcible  rape,  robbery, 
aggravated  assault,  burglary,  larceny, 
larceny-motor  vehicle  and  arson. 


As  Figure  5f.  illustrates  the  number  of 
attorneys  per  1000  FBI  crimes  are 
consistent  with  the  average  for  all  large 
counties  and  the  number  of 
investigators  are  above  the  average. 
Similar  to  previous  findings,  the 
number  of  all  other  staff  is  less  than 
other  large  counties. 


Figure  5f. 


California  Counties 

Prosecution  Personnel  Per  1000  FBI  Crimes 


FBI  Crimes  include  homicide,  rape,  robbery,  assault, 
burglary,  larceny-theft,  motor  vehicle  theft  and  arson. 
Source.  California  Criminal  Justice  Profile,  1999 
and  FBI  Uniform  Crime  Report,  1999 


H Attorneys 

□ Investigators 

□ All  Other  Staff 
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District  Attorney’s  Office  (continued) 

Filing  Decisions  for  1999  Adult 
Arrests 

Of  the  66,156  total  adult  arrests  in 

Figure  5g. 

1999,  39,105  (59  percent)  were  sent  to 

Filing  Status  of  1999  Adult  Arrests 

the  DA’S  Office  for  review.  The 
remaining  arrests,  27,051  (41  percent) 
were  released  by  the  police  at  the  time 
of  arrest  or  released  to  another 

/ Not  Filed 

Filed  \ 

jurisdiction  for  resolution. 

52% 

48% 

Figure  5g.  depicts  the  filing  status  of 
the  arrests  sent  to  the  DA’s  Office  for 
review.  Forty-eight  percent  (18,832)  of 
the  arrests  reviewed  were  filed  and  52 
percent  (20,273)  were  not  filed. 

Charges  Not  Filed 
There  are  numerous  reasons  for  not 
proceeding  with  a charge.  The  Court 
Management  System  uses  over  30 
discharge  codes  to  track  those 

Source:  SF  Court  Management  Syster 

n 

reasons.  Figure  5h.  summarizes 
discharges  by  category. 

About  85  percent  of  the  1 999  arrests 
not  filed  were  the  result  of  the  following 
five  categories: 

• Dismissed  in  the  Interest  of  Justice 
42  percent  (8,393). 

• Released  to  Other  Agency/ 
Jurisdiction  13  percent  (2,706). 

• Lack  of  Evidence  1 3 percent 
(2,593). 

• No  Complaint  Filed  9 percent 
(1,849). 

• Proceed  with  Motion  to  Revoke 
Probation  8 percent  (1 ,723). 

The  remaining  15  percent  (3,009)  adult 


Figure  5h. 

1999  Arrests  Not  Filed 
by  Discharge  Category 


j;  SF  Court  Management  System 
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District  Attorney’s  Office  (continued) 


arrests  were  discharged  for  other 
reasons  such  as  substance  not 
prohibited  by  law,  insufficient  quantity 
of  a prohibited  substance,  further 
investigation  necessary,  victim 
unavailable,  complainant  withdrew 
complaint  or  questionable  search  and 
seizure. 


Charges  Filed 

Of  the  18,832  adult  arrests  filed  in 

1999: 

• 40  percent  (7,530)  were  felony 
filings. 

• 60  percent  (1 1 ,299)  were 
misdemeanor  filings. 

• .02  percent  (3)  were  infraction 
filings. 

Figure  5i.  provides  a summary  of  this 

information. 

Also,  of  the  18,832  adult  arrests  filed  in 

1999: 

• 9,835  were  the  result  of  a felony 
arrest.  76  percent  (7,494)  were 
filed  as  a felony.  The  remaining 
arrests  were  misdemeanor  filings. 

• 8,967  were  the  result  of  a 
misdemeanor  arrest.  99  percent 
(8,945)  were  filed  as  a 
misdemeanor.  The  remaining 
arrests  were  primarily  felony  filings. 

• 30  were  the  result  of  an  infraction. 

3 percent  (1)  were  filed  as  an 
infraction.  The  remaining  were 
felony  or  misdemeanor  filings. 


Figure  5i. 
1999  Arrests  Filed 
by  Type 


Source:  SF  Court  Management  System 
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Filing  Dispositions 


Felony  Filing  Dispositions 

The  dispositions  for  the  7,530  felony 

filings  were  as  follows; 

• 41  percent  (3,038)  resulted  in 
felony  convictions. 

• 22  percent  (1 ,655)  resulted  in 
misdemeanor  convictions. 

• .01  percent  (8)  resulted  in  infraction 
convictions. 

• 23  percent  (1 ,763)  resulted  in 
dismissals.  Of  the  total  dismissals, 
24  percent  of  the  dismissed  cases 
were  referred  to  diversion 
programs. 

• .2  percent  (17)  resulted  in  an 
acquittal.  The  reader  should  note 
that  a case  is  considered  acquitted 
only  if  the  person  is  found  not  guilty 
of  al|  charges.  Otherwise  the  Court 
Management  System  categorizes 
the  case  as  a conviction. 

• 14  percent  (1 ,049)  of  the  felony 
filings  were  pending  final 
disposition. 

Figure  5j.  summarizes  these  findings. 


Misdemeanor  Filing  Dispositions 
As  previously  mentioned,  of  the  18,832 
filings,  1 1 ,299  were  misdemeanor 
filings  and  3 were  infraction  filings. 

The  combined  dispositions  of  these 
misdemeanor  and  infraction  filings 
were  as  follows: 

• 27  percent  (3,01 1 ) resulted  in 

misdemeanor  convictions. 


Figure  5j. 

Dispositions  for  Felony  Filings 


1999  adult  arrests. 

Source:  SF  Court  Management  System 


Figure  5k. 

Dispositions  for  Misdemeanor*  Filings 


Page  26 


District  Attorney’s  Office  (continued) 


• 1 percent  (140)  resulted  in 
infraction  convictions. 

• 49  percent  (5,555)  resulted  in 
dismissals.  Of  the  total  dismissals, 
25  percent  of  the  dismissed  cases 
were  referred  to  diversion 
programs. 

• 6 resulted  in  felony  convictions. 

• There  were  no  acquittals. 

• 23  percent  (2,590)  of  the 
misdemeanor  filings  were  pending 
final  disposition. 

Figure  5k.  on  the  previous  page 
summarizes  the  combined  dispositions 
for  misdemeanor  and  infraction  filings. 
Please  note  that  the  6 felony 
convictions  are  not  included  in  the 
chart  because  in  proportion  to  all 
dispositions  the  percentage  is  too  small 
to  appear. 


Court  Sentences  for  Felony, 
Misdemeanor  and  Infraction 
Convictions 

Sentences  for  Felony  Convictions 
There  were  a total  of  3,044  felony 
convictions  in  1999.  Of  that  total 
2,888  were  sentenced  and  156  were 
awaiting  sentence.  Sentences  for  the 
2,888  cases  were  as  follows: 

• 1 8 percent  (521 ) of  felony 

convictions  received  a prison 
sentence. 


Figure  51. 

Court  Sentences  for 
Felony  Convictions 


Probation 


the  total  2,882  were  the  result  of  a felony  filing  and  6 were  the  result 
of  a misdemeanor  filing.  156  felony  convictions  were  awaiting 


• .2  percent  (7)  of  felony  convictions 
received  a jail  sentence. 

• 81  percent  (2,338)  of  felony 
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convictions  received  jail  with 
probation. 

• 1 percent  (21 ) of  felony  convictions 
received  probation. 

• 1 felony  conviction  received  “other" 
as  a sentence. 

Figure  51.  on  the  previous  page 
summarizes  the  sentences  for  felony 
convictions  except  for  the  one 
conviction  that  received  other  as  a 
sentence  and  was  too  small  to  appear 
in  the  figure. 

Sentences  for  Misdemeanor  and 
Infraction  Convictions 
There  were  a total  of  4,666 
misdemeanor  convictions  and  148 
infraction  convictions.  Of  those  totals 
4,603  misdemeanor  convictions  were 
sentenced  and  137  infraction 
convictions  were  sentenced. 

The  sentences  for  both  types  of 
convictions  are  as  follows: 

• 26  percent  (1 ,250)  received  jail. 

• 67  percent  (3,167)  received  jail  with 
probation. 

• 3 percent  (121)  received  probation. 

• 4 percent  (198)  received  a fine. 

• 4 received  restitution  as  a 
sentence. 

Figure  5m.  summarizes  the  combined 
sentences  for  misdemeanor  and 
infraction  convictions.  Please  note  that 
the  4 restitution  sentences  are  not 
included  in  the  chart  because  in 
proportion  to  all  sentences  the 
percentage  is  too  small  to  appear  in 
the  figure. 


Figure  5m. 

Court  Sentences  for 

Misdemeanor  and  infraction  Convictions 


Fine 

4% 


sentence.  63  misdemeanor  convictions  were  awaiting 
sentence  and  1 1 infraction  convictions  were  awaiting 
sentence. 

Source:  SF  Court  Management  System 
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Mission 


The  Public  Defender’s  mission  is  to 
deliver  competent,  effective,  and 
ethical  legal  representation  to  indigent 
persons  accused  of  crimes  and 
involved  in  conservatorship  matters  in 
San  Francisco. 

The  Public  Defender’s  Office  provides 
constitutionally  mandated 
representation  to  adult  indigent  clients 
and  juvenile  clients,  advises  clients  on 
their  legal  rights,  defends  the  client’s 
legal  rights  under  the  U.S.  Constitution 
throughout  criminal,  juvenile  and 
mental  health  proceedings  and 
conservatorships. 

In  addition,  the  Public  Defender’s 
Office  provides  representation  for  a 
number  of  new  programs  including 
drug  court,  domestic  violence  court  and 
mentor  court.  The  Public  Defender’s 
Office  also  represents  individuals  who 
wish  to  clear  their  criminal  records  or 
seek  certificates  of  rehabilitation  from 
the  Governor. 


Figure  6a. 


Public  Defender  Budget 
FY  '95-96  - *00-01 


15.000. 000 

12.000. 000 
w 9,000,000 

JO 

Q 6,000,000 
3,000,000 


□ an  other  Funds 
0 General  Fund  Only 


Fiscal  Years 


Source:  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance 


Budget 

The  total  2000-01  budget  for  the  Public 
Defender  is  $12,869,102,  a 5.3  percent 
increase  over  the  previous  fiscal  year. 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  Public 
Defender’s  budget  increased  by  39 
percent,  not  adjusting  for  inflation. 


Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  Public  Defender’s 
budget  increased  by  39  percent, 
not  adjusting  for  inflation. 


The  General  Fund  continues  to  be  the 
Public  Defender’s  primary  funding 
source.  However,  for  the  first  time  in 
Fiscal  Year  1999-00  and  continuing 
into  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  Public 
Defender’s  Office  received  other  fund 
support. 
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Please  note  that  in  addition  to  the 
Public  Defender's  budget,  San 
Francisco  also  funds  indigent  defense 
through  the  Trial  Courts.  In  Fiscal  Year 
2000-01  total  support  for  the  Conflict 
Counsel  and  related  expenses  totaled 
$6.5  million. 


FTE  Positions  by  Funding  Source 

The  total  number  of  full  time  equivalent 
(FTE)  positions  in  budgeted  for  Fiscal 
Year  2000-01  totaled  1 16.  a 2 percent 
increase  over  the  previous  fiscal  year. 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  total  number 
of  budgeted  FTE  positions  increased 
by  17  percent. 

All  positions  are  General  Fund 
supported  except  for  one  FTE  in  Fiscal 
Year  1999-00  and  one  FTE  in  2000-01. 


Figure  6b. 


Public  Defender’s  Office  FTE  Positions 
General  Fund  vs  Non  General  Fund  Supported 
FY  ’95-96  - ’00-01 


95-96  96-97  97-98  98-99  99-00  00-01 


OaII  other  Funds  j Fiscal  Year 

W General  Fund  Only] 

Source:  Controller's  Office  BPREP 


Figure  6b.  illustrates  total  FTE 
positions  by  funding  type  over  the  last 
six  fiscal  years. 


FTE  Positions  by  Job 
Classification 

In  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  Public 
Defender’s  Office  total  FTE  position 
count  of  1 16  was  comprised  of  the 
following  job  classifications: 

• 80  Attorneys 

• 13  Investigators 

• 23  All  Other  Staff 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  attorney  and 
investigator  personnel  increased  by  19 
percent  and  16  percent  respectively. 

All  other  staff  increased  by  1 3 percent. 


Figure  6c. 


Public  Defender’s  Office 
Attorneys,  Investigators,  & Other  Staff 
FY  ’95-96  - ’00-01 


■ Attorneys 
D Investigators 
□ All  Other  Staff 
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Figure  6c.  illustrates  total  FTE 
positions  by  job  classification  over  the 
last  six  fiscal  years. 


Total  Personnel  Comparison  for 
Large  CA  Counties  Based  on 
Annual  State  DOJ  Survey 


Annually  the  California  Department  of 
Justice  (DOJ),  in  partnership  with  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI), 
collects  data  on  the  number  of  full-time 
public  defense  personnel  statewide. 
Data  for  1 999  is  the  most  current 
information  available. 


Public  defense  personnel  data  for 
counties  with  residential  populations 
over  700,000  for  Calendar  Year  1999 
are  depicted  in  Figure  6d. 


In  Calendar  Year  1999  San  Francisco 
had  14  public  defender  personnel  per 
100,000  residents.  As  Figure  6d. 
illustrates,  this  staffing  level  places  San 
Francisco  above  the  average  for  all 
large  California  counties. 


Figure  6d. 


California  Counties 

Public  Defender  Personnel  Per  100,000  Pop. 
Calendar  Year  1999 


H Attorneys 
E Investigators 
□ an  Other 


County 


Source:  California  Criminal  Justice  Profile,  1999 
and  California  Statistical  Abstract,  1999 
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Total  Cases  in  1999 

The  Public  Defender’s  Office  handled 
20,721  cases  in  Calendar  Year  1999. 


As  Figure  6e.  shows  the  caseload  is 
comprised  of  the  following  categories: 


• 43  percent  (8,819)  felony  cases 

• 42  percent  (8,484)  misdemeanor 
cases 

• 12  percent  (2,516)  mental  health 
cases 

• 4 percent  (902)  juvenile  cases 


As  previously  mentioned  in  the  Police 
Department  section,  felony  cases 
involve  the  potential  for  state  prison 
sentences  and  misdemeanor  cases 
involve  the  potential  for  a maximum  of 
one  year  in  county  jail. 


Figure  6e. 

SF  Public  Defender's  Office 
1999  Cases  by  Type 


Mental  Health 


Source:  CCSF  Public  Defender's  Office,  2001 


Mental  health  cases  involve  both  civil 
and  criminal  proceedings. 


Juvenile  cases  involve  status  offenses 
and  charges  that  would  constitute 
crimes  if  committed  by  adults. 
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Purpose 

The  Constitution  provides  that  the 
judicial  power  of  the  State  of  California 
is  vested  in  its  Supreme,  appellate, 
superior,  municipal  and  justice  courts. 

The  function  of  the  courts  is  to  provide 
for  the  orderly  settlement  of  disputes 
between  parties  in  controversy, 
whether  they  are  individuals  or  private 
or  government  entities. 

The  courts  determine  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  those  who  are  accused  of 
violating  the  laws;  they  are  the 
instrument  for  settling  the  estates  of 
deceased  persons;  they  serve  to 
preserve  the  distinction  between 
branches  of  government,  as  provided 
by  the  Constitution;  and  they  protect 
the  rights  of  individuals  from 
encroachment  by  state  or  local 
government. 

Figure  7a.  depicts  California’s  court 
system. 


Trial  Court  Unification 

Prior  to  June  1998,  the  State 
Constitution  provided  that  each  county 
would  have  one  superior  court  and  at 
least  one  municipal  court.  Municipal 
court  jurisdiction  included  criminal 
felony  preliminary  hearings, 
misdemeanor  and  infraction  cases. 
Superior  courts  handled  felony  cases. 

On  June  2,  1998  voters  approved 
Proposition  220,  a constitutional 
amendment  that  authorized  the 
reorganization  of  superior  and 
municipal  courts  into  a single  superior 
court  with  jurisdiction  over  all  types  of 
cases.  Court  reorganization  will 
presumably  achieve  expanded 
services  for  the  public  and  more 


Figure  7a. 

State  of  California  Court  System 


Supreme  Court 

1 Chief  Justice  and  6 Associate  Justices 

* 


Courts  of  Appeal 

6 Districts,  18  divisions  with  93  Justices 

X 


Trial  Courts 

400  Court  Locations  with  1,480  Judges; 
363  Commissioners  and  Referees 


Source:  California  Judicial  Council 
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efficient  court  operations.  San 
Francisco's  Superior  and  Municipal 
Courts  unified  on  December  31,  1998. 


Trial  Court  Funding 


In  September  1997,  the  California 
Legislature  adopted  AB  233,  Chapter 
850 — the  Lockyer-lsenberg  Trial  Court 
Funding  Act  of  1997. 

The  new  law  shifted  fiscal  responsibility 
for  trial  court  funding  from  local 
governments  to  the  state. 

Under  the  new  law  county  costs  are 
reduced  and  capped  and  the  state  is 
required  to  entirely  fund  future  cost 
increases. 

Given  the  significant  change  in  trial 
court  funding,  San  Francisco’s  Trial 
Court  budget  over  the  last  six  fiscal 
years  is  not  included  in  this  report. 


FTE  Positions 

The  total  number  of  full  time  equivalent 
(FTE)  positions  budgeted  for  Fiscal 
Year  2000-01  totaled  539,  a six 
percent  reduction  from  the  previous 
fiscal  year. 


Figure  7b. 


San  Francisco  Trial  Courts 
Total  FTE  Positions 
FY  ’95-96  - '00-01 


Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  number  of 
budgeted  FTE  positions  increased  by  3 
percent. 


Figure  7b.  shows  total  FTE  positions 
for  the  last  six  years. 


Page  34 


Courts  (continued) 


Judge,  Commissioner  and 
Referee  Comparison  for  Large 
CA  Counties 


The  Administrative  Office  of  the 
Courts — the  staff  agency  to  the  Judicial 
Council — provides  yearly  data  on  the 
total  number  of  judges,  commissioners 
and  referees  per  county. 


Figure  7c.  illustrates  court  personnel 
per  1000  FBI  crimes  for  counties  with 
residential  populations  over  700,000  in 
1999.  The  reader  should  note  that  the 
personnel  analysis  does  not  include 
other  staff  such  as  investigators, 
reporters,  clerks  and  assistants. 


As  the  graph  shows,  in  1999  San 
Francisco  had  1.4  court  personnel  per 
1000  crimes.  This  translates  into: 


• 1.1  judges  per  1 000  crimes 

• .3  Commissioners  and  Referees 
per  1000  crimes 


Figure  7c. 


California  Counties 
Court  Personnel  Per  1000  FBI  Crimes 
Calendar  Year  1999 


County 


FBI  Crimes  include  homicide,  rape,  robbery 
aggravated  assault,  burglary,  larceny-theft,  motor 
vehicle  theft  and  arson. 

and  FBI 


O Commissioners  & Referees  j 
I B Judges I 


Dispositions  and  Sentences  for 
Felony,  Misdemeanor  and 
Infraction  Filings 

This  information  appears  in  Section  V. 
pages  26-28. 
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Mission 


The  Adult  Probation  Department 
serves  and  protects  the  citizens  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
through  the  investigation  and 
supervision  of  adult  criminal  offenders. 

The  Adult  Probation  Department  refers 
probationers  and  victims  to  community 
based  treatment  programs  and 
counseling  services;  collects  court 
fines,  fees  and  victim  restitution:  and 
conducts  background  investigations 
and  prepares  reports  to  the  courts  on 
individuals  being  sentenced  after  a 
felony  conviction. 


Budget 


The  total  2000-01  budget  for  the  Adult 
Probation  Department  is  $9,818,212,  a 
3.4  percent  increase  over  the  previous 
fiscal  year. 


Figure  8a. 


Adult  Probation  Budget 
FY  'QS-'Se  - FY  ’00-'01 


0 

95-96  96-97  97-98  98-99 

□ All  Other  Funds  j Fiscal  Years 

' □General  Fund  Only  | 

Source;  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance 


Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
2000-01  the  Adult  Probation  budget 
increased  by  32  percent,  not  adjusting 
for  inflation. 

Since  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  General 
Fund  support  alone  increased  by  22 
percent.  The  change  in  all  other  funds 
support  has  also  been  significant. 


Adult  Probation  Department’s 
budget  increased  by  32  percent  between 
Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and  2000-01, 
not  adjusting  for  inflation. 


In  1995-96  all  other  funds  totaled 
$186,979.  By  2000-01  this  figure  had 
grown  to  $921,676. 


Figure  8a.  depicts  the  total  Adult 
Probation  Department  budget  by  fund 
type  over  the  last  six  fiscal  years. 
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FTE  Positions  by  Funding  Source 


The  total  number  of  full  time  equivalent 
(FTE)  positions  budgeted  for  Fiscal 
Year  2000-01  totaled  129,  a one 
percent  increase  from  the  previous 
fiscal  year. 

Similar  to  previous  fiscal  years,  most 
FTE  positions  are  General  Fund 
supported. 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  total  number 
of  budgeted  FTE  positions  increased 
by  9 percent. 

Figure  8b.  illustrates  total  FTE 
positions  by  funding  type  over  the  last 
six  fiscal  years. 


Figure  8b. 


95-96 

OaII  Funds  I 

M General  Fund  Only  ; 


Adult  Probation  Department  FTE  Positions 
General  Fund  vs  Non  General  Fund  Supported 
FY  ’95-96  - '00-01 


FTE  Positions  by  Job 
Classification 

In  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  Adult 
Probation  Department’s  total  FTE 
position  count  of  129  was  comprised  of 
the  following  job  classifications; 

• 99  Probation  Officers 

• 30  All  Other  Staff 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  probation  officers 
and  all  other  staff  increased  by  9 
percent  and  8 percent  respectively. 

Figure  8c.  depicts  total  FTE  positions 
by  job  classification  over  the  last  six 
fiscal  years. 


Figure  8c. 


Adult  Probation  Department 
Probation  Officers  vs  Other  Staff 
FY  ’95-96  - ’00-01 
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□ All  Other  Staff 
* Probation  Officers 
Source:  Controller's  Office  BPREP 


Fiscal  Year 
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San  Francisco’s  Probation 
Personnel  Compared  to 
Benchmarking  Counties 


The  California  Department  of  Justice 
(DOJ)  collects  data  on  the  number  of 
full-time  probation  personnel  statewide. 
However,  the  DOJ  data  is  not 
comparable  because  San  Francisco  is 
the  only  county  in  the  state  with 
separate  probation  departments  for 
adults  and  juveniles.  In  order  to 
provide  a personnel  comparison  similar 
to  the  analysis  provided  for  the  other 
departments  featured  in  this  report,  the 
staff  associated  with  juvenile  probation 
would  have  to  be  excluded  for  the 
other  counties.  This  is  not  possible 
given  the  information  provided  by  the 
DOJ. 

However,  a recent  audit  by  the  San 
Francisco  Controller’s  Office  found  that 
the  Department’s  current  staffing  level 
is  comparable  to  other  benchmarking 
counties. 


Figure  8d. 


Cases  Per  Full-Time  Equivalent  Employee 


120 


.Sni  irre:  Controller's  Office  Audit  Number  98026 
October  2000 


The  audit  compared  San  Francisco’s 
probation  cases  per  FTE  to  counties 
with  similar  populations  and  or  adult 
probation  caseload  sizes.  The  results 
of  that  comparison  are  displayed  in 
Figure  8d.  As  the  figure  shows,  San 
Francisco’s  84  cases  per  FTE  are 
slightly  above  the  average. 

According  to  the  audit,  San  Francisco’s 
probation  cases  per  FTE  are  above  the 
average  because  the  department  has 
fewer  support  and  administrative  staff, 
as  a proportion  of  total  staff,  than  other 
benchmarking  counties.  The  audit 
concludes  that  this  may  be  an 
indication  that  administrative  tasks 
consume  a large  portion  of  the 
workday  for  many  probation  officers 
with  caseloads. 
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1999  Caseload 

The  Adult  Probation  Department 
reported  a total  of  10,481  cases  for 
1999.  However,  the  Controller’s  Office 
audit  found  that  the  Department’s 
caseload  reporting  process  is  faulty 
and  results  in  inexact  case  data. 

Figure  8e. 

1999  Adult  Probation  Caseload 
by  Level  of  Offense 

The  audit  assumed  that  the 
Department’s  caseload  figures  provide 
a reasonable  approximation  of  the  true 
caseload  size.  This  report  makes  the 
same  assumption. 

In  1999,  as  Figure  8e.  illustrates,  of  the 
10,481  probation  cases: 

Misdemeanor  yr 

Caseload  _ / \ 

31%  / \ 

I I Felony  j 

I I Caseload  i 

/ 69%  j 

• 69  percent  (7,222)  were  felony 

offenses. 

I! 

Source:  Criminal  Justice  Profile.  1999  [ | 

• 31  percent  (3259)  were 

misdemeanor  offenses. 

|l 

1999  Probation  Actions 

1 

In  1999  there  were  a total  of  6,466 
cases  placed  on  probation  and  7,901 
cases  removed  from  probation, 
resulting  in  14,367  probation  actions. 

j 

Cases  removed  from  probation  fall  into 
the  following  three  categories: 

(1)  probation  terminated,  (2)  probation 
revoked,  and  (3)  other. 

1 

Of  the  total  14,367  probation  actions  in 
1999,  10,091  pertained  to  felony 
cases. 

Among  all  felony  probation  actions: 

• 49  percent  (4,990  were  placed  on 

probation. 
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Adult  Probation  (continued) 


• 25  percent  (2,506)  were 
terminated. 

• For  1 6 percent  (1 ,623)  probation 
was  revoked. 

• 10  percent  (972)  were  removed 
from  probation  for  other  reasons. 

Figure  8f.  illustrates  total  probation 
actions  for  felony  cases. 

Probation  actions  pertaining  to 
misdemeanor  cases  totaled  4,276. 

That  total  is  comprised  of  the  following 
actions; 

• 35  percent  (1 ,476)  were  placed  on 
probation. 

• 25  percent  (1,461)  were 
terminated. 

• 9 percent  (390)  were  removed  from 
probation  for  other  reasons. 

• For  22  percent  (949)  probation  was 
revoked. 

Figure  8g.  illustrates  total  probation 
actions  for  misdemeanor  cases. 


For  a comprehensive  review  of  Adult 
Probation  and  the  Department’s 
response  to  the  Controller’s  audit,  the 
reader  should  refer  to  Audit  Number 
98026. 


Figure  8f. 

Total  Probation  Actions 
for  Felony  Cases 

other 


Source:  Criminal  Justice  Profile,  1999 


Figure  8g. 

Total  Probation  Actions 
for  Misdemeanor  Cases 

other 


Other  removed  from  probation  includes  transfers,  deaths  etc. 
Source:  Criminal  Justice  Profile,  1999 
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IX.  Sheriff’s  Department 


Mission 


The  Sheriff’s  Department  provides  for 
the  safe  and  secure  detention  of 
persons  arrested  or  under  court  order, 
operates  the  county  jail  facilities  and 
alternative  sentencing  programs, 
provides  security  for  city  facilities,  and 
executes  criminal  and  civil  warrants 
and  court  orders. 


Budget 

The  total  2000-01  budget  for  the 
Sheriff’s  Department  is  $96,493,457,  a 
20  percent  increase  over  the  previous 
fiscal  year. 

Since  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  the  Sheriff’s 
budget  has  increased  by  65  percent, 
not  adjusting  for  inflation. 


Figure  9a. 


Sheriff's  Department  Budget 
FY  *95-96  - *00-01 
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Figure  9a.  shows  the  total  Sheriff 
Department  budget  by  fund  type  for 
last  six  fiscal  years. 


FTE  Positions  by  Funding  Source 

The  total  number  of  full  time  equivalent 
(FTE)  positions  budgeted  for  Fiscal 
Year  2000-01  totaled  892,  a .5  percent 
decrease  from  the  previous  fiscal  year. 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  total  number 
of  budgeted  FTE  positions  increased 
by  23  percent. 


The  Sheriff’s  Department 
budget  increased  by  65  percent  between 
Fiscai  Year  1995-96  and  Fiscai  Year  2000-01, 
not  adjusting  for  inflation. 


General  Fund  supported  FTE  positions 
increased  by  22  percent  during  this 
period.  All  other  fund  (which  includes 
federal  and  state  grants)  supported 
positions  also  increased.  In  1995-96 
there  were  a total  of  5 FTE  positions 
supported  by  all  other  funds.  By  Fiscal 
Year  2000-01  this  number  had 
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Sheriff’s  Department  (continued) 


increased  to  10.3  FTE  positions. 
Figure  9b.  shows  total  FTE  positions 
by  funding  type  for  the  last  six  fiscal 
years. 


FTE  Positions  by  Job 
Classification 

In  Fiscal  Year  2000-01  the  Sheriff’s 
Department’s  total  FTE  position  count 
of  892  was  comprised  of  the  following 
job  classifications; 

• 807  sworn  personnel 

• 85  civilian  personnel 

Between  Fiscal  Year  1995-96  and 
Fiscal  Year  2000-01  sworn  and  civilian 
personnel  increased  by  20  percent  and 
57  percent  respectively. 


Figure  9b. 

Sheriff's  Department  FTE  Positions 
General  Fund  vs  Non  General  Fund  Supported 
FY  '95-96  - '00-01 

1,000 

800 
C 

■|  600 
o 

^ 400 

u. 

200 


|Oaii  Funds  I Fiscal  Year 

I M General  Fund  Only! 

I .Sni,irce:  Controller's  Office  BPREP 


Figure  9c.  shows  total  FTE  positions  by 
position  classification  for  the  last  six 
fiscal  years. 


T otal  Law  Enforcement 
Comparison  for  Large  California 
Counties  Based  on  DOJ  Survey 

Annually  the  California  Department  of 
Justice  (DOJ),  in  partnership  with  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI), 
collects  data  on  the  number  of  full-time 
sworn  and  full-time  civilian  sheriff  and 
police  personnel  statewide.  Since 
sheriff  and  police  responsibilities  vary 
from  jurisdiction  to  jurisdiction 
personnel  counts  are  combined  to 
provide  a more  accurate  staffing 
comparison  across  counties.  The 
combined  sheriff  and  police  numbers 
yield  a total  "law  enforcement”  count 
which  can  be  found  in  Section  IV. 
pages  12-13. 


Figure  9c. 


Sheriff's  Department 
Sworn  vs  Civilian  Personnel 
FY  '95-96  -'00-01 
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Sheriff’s  Department  (continued) 


Jail  Population 

The  Sheriffs  Department  operates  five 
main  jails,  County  Jails  #1 , 2,  3,  7 and 
8.  The  system  also  includes  an  intake 
and  release  facility,  County  Jail  #9,  and 
a ward  in  San  Francisco  General 
Hospital,  County  Jail  #5. 


Figure  9d.  shows  that  between  1990 
and  1999  San  Francisco’s  average 
daily  jail  population  has  increased  by 
21  percent,  although  this  increase  has 
not  been  steady. 


In  1 993  the  average  daily  jail 
population  peaked  at  2,245,  only  to 
drop  to  a low  of  1 ,823  in  1 997. 
However,  since  1997  the  average  daily 
jail  population  has  increased. 


Figure  9d. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Average  Daily  Jail  Population 
1990-1999 


2,500 


Figure  9e. 

1999  Average  Daily  Jail  Population 
by  Sex 


In  calendar  year  1 999  the  average 
daily  jail  population  for  the  five  main 
jails  totaled  2,1 10. 


Of  the  2,110  daily  jail  inmates  in  1 999: 


• Men  comprised  89  percent 
(1 ,868)  and  women  comprised 
1 1 percent  (242). 


• Non-sentenced  inmates 
comprised  74  percent  (1 ,555) 
and  sentenced  inmates 
comprised  26  percent  (555). 


Figure  9f. 


1999  Average  Daily  Jail  Population 
by  Custody  Status 


Sentenced 

26% 


Source;  CCSF  Sheriffs  Department 
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Sheriff’s  Department  (continued) 


• Non-sentenced  and  sentenced 
inmates  with  felony  level 
offenses  totaled  2,047  (97 
percent)  and  Non-sentenced 
and  sentenced  inmates  with 
misdemeanor  level  offenses 
totaled  62  (3  percent).  Please 
refer  to  Figure  9g. 


• Maximum,  medium  and 

minimum  security  classification 
inmates  totaled  1 ,093  (52 
percent),  838  (40  percent)  and 
178  (8  percent)  respectively. 
Please  refer  to  Figure  9h. 


Figure  9g. 

1999  Average  Daily  Jail  Population 
by  Level  of  Offense 


Source:  CCSF  Sheriff  Department 


Race/Ethnicity  and  Age 

Reliable  race/ethnicity  and  age  data 
are  not  currently  available.  The 
Department  is  in  the  process  of 
implementing  a new  management 
information  system.  Age  and 
race/ethnicity  data  will  be  readily 
available  when  the  system  is  fully 
implemented. 


Figure  9h. 

1999  Average  Daily  Jail  Population 
by  Security  Classification 


Minimum 


Source:  CCSF  Sheriff  Department 
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X.  JUSTIS 


San  Francisco  is  in  the  process  of  replacing 
the  CMS  system  (Court  Management  System), 
in  order  to  increase  functionality  and  sustain 
the  integrated  nature  of  the  current  criminal 
justice  information  system.  The  CMS  System, 
originally  developed  in  1975,  was  considered 
revolutionary  at  the  time,  given  its  focus  on 
integrating  the  information  resources  of  San 
Francisco’s  criminal  justice  agencies.  Figure 
10a.  on  the  following  page  depicts  the  CMS 
System. 

Today,  however,  although  the  system  remains 
functional,  it  is  unable  to  meet  the 
technological  needs  of  the  criminal  justice 
agencies  that  it  serves.  As  a result,  in  order  to 
maintain  necessary  information  and 
functionality,  criminal  justice  agencies  have 
begun  to  develop  their  own  internal  systems, 
which  threatens  the  historically  integrated 
criminal  justice  system  model. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  integrated  nature  of 
the  CMS  system,  the  City  has  now  developed 
a strategic  plan  for  replacing  the  CMS  system. 
The  goals  of  the  new  system,  known  as 
JUSTIS,  are  to  update  criminal  justice  case 
management  systems,  and  to  implement  a 
relational  database  that  will  house  all  criminal 
justice  information.  In  the  new  system,  data 
will  continue  to  be  shared  among  criminal 
justice  agencies.  Figure  10b.  depicts  the 
JUSTIS  system.  With  this  effort,  all  the  data 
from  CMS  and  the  other  external  systems  will 
be  accessible  and  updated  on  a continuous 
basis.  In  this  newer  environment,  modern 
tools  will  allow  dynamic  report  creation,  ability 
to  add  new  information  quickly  and  contain 
text,  photographs,  document  images,  audio, 
and  video  where  appropriate. 

Approximately  $6  million  has  been  budgeted 
to  date  for  the  JUSTIS  project,  with  additional 
funds  planned  for  appropriation  in  the  next  two 
fiscal  years.  Strategic  and  telecommunication 
plans  have  been  completed,  a request  for 
proposals  was  issued  early  in  FY  2000-01 , 
and  departments’  review  of  state  of  the  art 
software  packages  is  well  underway. 
Implementation  of  initial  portions  of  the 
JUSTIS  system  is  planned  in  FY  2001-02. 


The  CMS  System, 

originally  developed  in  1975,  was  considered 
revolutionary  at  the  time  given  its  focus  on 
integrating  the  information  resources  of  San 
Francisco’s  criminal  justice  agencies. 


Today,  however,  although  the 
system  remains  functional,  it  is  unable  to 
meet  the  technological  needs  of  the  criminal 
Justice  agencies  that  it  serves. 


The  city  has  now  developed  a strategic 
plan  for  replacing  the  CMS  system, 
known  as  JUSTIS. 


The  goals  of  JUSTIS  are  to  update 
criminal  Justice  case  management  systems, 
and  to  implement  a relational  database 
that  will  house  all  criminal  Justice 
information. 
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JUSTIS  (continued) 


Figure  10a. 

Criminal  Justice  Court  Management  System  (CMS) 


Source:  Strategic  Plan  for  Replacing  the  Cable/CMS  Project, 
November  1 999 
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JUSTIS  (continued) 


Figure  10b. 
JUSTIS  System 
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Source:  Strategic  Plan  for  Replacing  the  Cable/CMS  Project, 
November  1999 
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